
NoncoalTO:

FROM:

RE:

October 17, L984

)

Tom Portle, Reclamation SolLs Speciali tt-(b?
Fierd rnspection Pursuant to contract conditi-ons for AtLas

0n September 27, L984 representatives of the Division
Susan Linner, Reclamation Biotogist, Tom Portle, Reclamation SoilsSpecialist and Tom Tetting, Reclamation Geologiit inspected AtlasMineral's Roosevert mine. They vtere accompanied by Mr. Richard
Blubaugh of AtLas. The purposb of the inspection was to determineto wh9! degree the demonstartion oF reclamation procedures at thisrecently (February, 1983) reclaimed minesite are'in accord withcondition No. 2 of the recLamation contract.

The Roosevelt site was accessed by taking highway 666 fromMontice]lo to Dove Creek then highway 141 norfh to Gypsum Valley inMontrose county where a graded road leads one to the- ieclaimedproperty. (See map in Atlas General Fil-e included with submission).

The general condition of tfre recl-amation was good. Few weeds
u/ere observed. Erosion was withln acceptable limits. Areas whererevegetation was not as yet satisfactory were on soil covered wasterock near the portals and in area where soil had been borrowed.Satisfactory resul-ts appear to have obtained over the greater partof the property from as much as can be determined at tnis time.

PIants which were observed in the surrounding community includeblue gama (Bouteloua gracilis h,as the most abundant while tnOian
|l::gl:"s oiyzoFEs nlmenolies 

- 
and f our-wins sartbush Atriprex

ganescens, crested_wheatgrass Agropyron cristatum, greEsewoTE-
il9l9o9a!y! vermlculatus and fouiuffi! sal@ canescens
were doTng weTt-

The site as was indicated by Mr. Blubaugh on that date was
shown with the intent to demonstrate the capacity and good faith ofAtlas to perform recl-amation. Its reclamation was to iupplement
informatlon gained from the Cane Creek mine which had bebh recl-aimedin May of 1984. No data on success is available as yet.



The Roosevei-t site was considered important mainly from thestandpoint of exibiting the ability to reclaim waste r6ck (not aproblem at the Cane Creek Mine) - See January 28, I9B7 letter fromTgt Tetting. Thus it is important to note tire lick of success atthe portal areas.

Monitoring over the next three years should allow some feel for
!|,. long term recLamation potentiaf 6f waste rock to be obtained.There is no data on the wasterock itself. Soils data was presentedvia a Letter of June 12, Igg4.

Proptem nssessment

The general direction, as is apparent from the attachedhistorYr is for commitments from Atlis to be gradually watereddown. The degree of commitment and the closeiess to Lompleting thepermitting process appear inversely related. What we arb left withis a minesi.te in Colorado to test waste rock in which borrowed soillvas utilized as cover and a minesite in utah (cane creek) with no
9oi1 (mostly road reclamation). Both sites were broadcast seededbut not fertilized or mulched (phone conversation with RichardBlubaugh on 0ctober 16, 1994). ALso pursuant to this conversation aseed list has been forwarded to D0GM ror the cane creek site.

The sites do.not represent the intent of test plots or testcondj-tions and neither do they represent the recommendationscontained in !h" M-K report which'was originally a nsubstitutefr totest plots and was. reported to represent iecnniIues employedthroughout thg regj-on. The Cane breek site was once tiroulnt to bea9!9a11y unsuj-table while the Colorado site was relativeli Iessdifficult than many sites. The use of native soil for diiect borrowis not. (hopefully) a typical situation. As the surrounding
gglmunity was in.very good conditio no soil fertility problEms arelike.Iy- This soil, when used without benefit of fertitization woul-dbe expected to yiglO good results but would indicate nothing aboutwhen and if fertilizer would be required at other locations]

rn summary, the cane creek Mine appears a good test case formoni'Eoring of stabilization of harsh, bteep sitEs with no soilavai.lable. The Roosevelt site demonltrate's that broadcast seedingcan be successfuL on freshly borrowed topsoil on relatively levell-oca'Eions. Monitoring has been committed to and will document thelong-term success at these rocations. rt will be especiallyinformative to observe the success of waste rock locations.
Howeverr lhu larger intent of using test plots to determine the mostbenel'j-cial methods to effect revegetation success over a widevariety of sites has been circumvented.
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The following is a summary of the highlights of the variouspermitting commitments and their result: (for-more information seeattached history)

COMMITMENT

At1as committed to testplots and soil-s analysis(L977-I98I) Test pfot
proposal (1981).

Use money targeted for testplots for actual_ reclamatj.on
(1982).

Consult professionals to
develop reclamation
methodology (I9BZ).

Designate Mine to utilize
proposed methodology.

SmalI-scale demonstrations
for specific conditions that
need special consj.deration.

Recl-amation of Roosevelt
Mine in Montrose County,
CoLorado.

Reclamation of Cane Creek
Mine.

Conclusions:

RESULT

Slowly remove test plot
commitment as permitting
activity progressed.

Cane Creek reclaimed in
spring of L984. A typical
site.
Report produced
recommendations largely
ingnored to date.

Has not been done.

Not done.

No mulch. No fertili.zer.
No special treatments.
l{aste rock covered with soil
on nearly leve1 terrain.
No soils analysis nor
fertilization. No mulch.

1. No test conditi.ons of any kind have been attempted exceptthose natural conditions addressed inherent to thereclamation of the specific mine sites. Indeed,
reclamation at these sites does not paralleI Atias t
reclamation p1ans.

2. The recommendations of the original ttsubstituter for testprots, the M-K report, have been almost whorly ignored.



t. The position of Oil, Gas and Mining has eroded into one ofextreme compromise. Even that has been circumvented byinconcl-usive reclamation efforts not representative of thediversity of recLamation challenges which wilI 1ikely beencountered by AtIas.
4. The reclamation of waste rock is still an open question inareas where there is not a ready supply of topsoir toborrow from and cannot benefit irom thL atypical nearlyflat terrain observed of the Roosevelt sit6'.
5. At1as is responsible to live up to the commitments in each

MRP as per condition 2 of the reclamation contract ofexcept as those are amended as a function of an evolvingbaseLine level- of reclamation knowledge. specificprovisions are to be drafted into each specific MRp asproposed in the May 25, r9g2 retter from Richard E.
Brubaugh of Atras to Jim smith of the Division.

6. rt is typical to find statements attaching the use of
amendments and treatments to test plot reiults. Since testplots are now moot this must be reconciled.

Summary and Recommendatior6

. Many statements have been made by Atras in the process ofeasing thg test plot commitment. Thele include: r)'using the M-Kreport, 2) usi-ng test plot money to initiate reclamation,
1.), 9::lgl:tilg a mine to be used to try proposed methodoiogy, and4) demonstration prots. These have one by bne fallen by t6;!'waysj.de. rn light of the above inadequacies they shouril bereconsidered.

Atlas shoul-d propose reclamation at a given site and workclosely with the Division on conditions wni6n when implemented wilIprovide site specific knowledge of the quality necessary to addressthe wide variety of reclamation challenges.
The historical statements indicating that demonstration plotsfor specific conditions will be implemented should be reconsiieredin-right of the hole j-n the contract/MRp combination namelyreference to procedure promised to be revealed by now extinct testp1ots.

jvb
cc:

o4440

S. Linner
T. Tetting



History of Test PIot Commitments

Attachment I

COMMITMENT DATE SUMMARY EFFECT

February 15, L977 Louise Mine commits Atlas to test
Notices of Intent plots and soil analysis
consideredrrtypicaltt or
rr represent ativ e tt

september 22, L978 Mined Land contract si.gned.
RecLamation

June 19, 1980 Letter from rrntent and activity
Richard Dye to Tom will be sufficient toSuchoski allow us to finalizeindicationg that permits still
reclamation outstaningrl
department is
pursuing two
options rrtoward
the implemention
of a revegetation
test plot program.rl

June 26, 198] Letter from Tom Reaffirms intent to
Tetting to Atlas conduct test plots.
acknowledging
receipt of testplot research
proposal.

March 24, L982 contract proposal Revegetation wtrl
item 4 proceed based on data

from test plots.
Item t. |{itl develop and

maintain test plots.

Allow Atlas to use
May 25, L982 Letter from Mr. money targeted for test

Blubaugh of Atlas plots for actual
requsting an reclamation.
alternative to
test pIots.



0ctober 15, L982

November 22, 1982

December L7, 1982

January 2I, 1983

2

Letter with
attached
Morrison-Knud sen
(MK) revegetaion
report provided to
Division.

Letter from Jim
Smith to Ati-as
requesting
specific mine(s)
and types of
demonstrations.

Letter to Atlas
from Tom Tetting.

Atlas letter to
Division
indicating they
will permanently
recl-aim the Cane
Creek Mine during
second quarter of
I9B3 with
reseeding occuring
in faLl.

Atlas wilI consul-t
professional to develop
methodology based on
survey of revegetaion
of mined aste in arid
west.

A mine will be
designated for proposed
methodology. AtIas
will amend plan to
reflect methodology.

Substitute for testplots results Atlas
prepared to establish
sma1l-s cale
demonstrations. . . Cite
specific conditions
which need special
consideration.

Listed specific items
whieh should be
incl-uded in
demonstrations
including fertilizer
and mul-ch.

Required that specific
site designs be
forwarded to the
Division for approval.

Approves December 2,
1982 proposal of Atlas
requires detalls and
specif 1c ti.metable.

Commits to seeding and
stabilizaation. Nothing
in the way of test
conditions.



January 28, L98t

September 26, 1987

October L9, L98t

0ctober 28, L987

November 7O, 1983

January L9, L984

Apri} 5, L984

April 23, 1984

jvb
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t

Letter to Atlas
from Jim Smith in
which DOGM agrees
with Atlas plan as
contained in
January 2I, L98t
letter.
Atlas provides
Division with
informati.on on
reclamation of
Roosevelt Mine.

Division describes
areas where above
information is
Iacking.

Atlas claims that
above requirements
are without basis
but does address
the parent
materi.a].

Meeting with Atlas
at Division.

Letter from AtIas
addressing meeting
of November 30,
1993.

Letter to Atlas
from John Blake
regarding lack of
reclamation at
Cane Creek

Atlas contacts Jim
Smith committing
to begin
reclamation within
4 weeks.

Requires that
Colorado site
brought into
consideration
reclamation of
rock.

a
is

to test
waste

Requires cover data
from 1987 growth season.

Requires soil analysis
of the parent material
type.

Additional
environmental data from
the Roosevelt site will
be supplied to DOGM.
Annual reports will be
provided for three
years.

Must initiate
reclamation.

Atlas commits to
reclamation (again)
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May 24, 1984 Memo describing rnitial impressj.ons ofjoint inspection reclamation are
with State Lands favorable.
on May L6, 1984.

July L2, 1984 Atlas provides provides soirs data andletter contining vegetaion observations.
information on the
Roosevelt site.

september 27, L984 Divislon inspects rnitiar impressions of
reclamation at the reclamation are
Roosevlet site. favorable except in

areas new portals.

05080
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